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t 'llake it part of statutory law which can 
, .ore readily changed as conditions and 
,,_. ~rience dictate. 
This proposed amendment also specifies 
binding arbitration as the only means of re-
solving disputes. Binding arbitration is not 
limited to the interpretation of the contrac-
tual agreement, it also may be invoked at the 
request of either party to govern the content 
of the contract. In collective bargaining what 
is in a contract should be negotiated, not de-
termined by outside arbitration. Binding arbi-
tration on the content of contracts is not 
typical of collective bargaining agreements 
generally and should certainly not be applic-
able in State public service. 
Proposition 15 is poor public policy. We 
urge a NO vote on Proposition 15. 
The California State Personnel Board 
unanimously supports this argument in oppo-
sition to Proposition 15. 
MRS. NITA ASHCRAFT, President 
California State Personnel Board 
STEPHEN P. TEALE 
State Senator, 3rd District 
FRANK LANTERMAN 
Assemblyman, 47th District 
Rebuttal to Argument Against 
Proposition 15 
,e State Personnel Board is deliberately 
' ... _~,eading Californians into voting against 
their own best interests. 
Our constitutional system of checks and 
balances would be strengthened by passage of 
Proposition 15, not j('opardized, as the Board 
would have you believe. 
The Board professes great concern with the 
Governor's right of veto, but shows complete 
indifference when its own pay recommenda-
tions, backed by the State Legislature, are 
cynically vetoed. In any event, the Governor 
retains executive control since he alone ap-
points all salary-setting board members. 
Ample precedent exists for making state 
salaries a fixed part of the budget. More than 
60 percent of the budget is not subject to the 
Governor's veto now. Proposition 15 is con-
sistent with that practice. 
Proposition 15 will not mean automatic pay 
hikes. Rates will be determined solely on 
average pay seales. If the economy takes a 
downturn, so would state salaries. At the same 
time, Proposition 15 prevents runaway pay 
hikes. It will protect you, the taxpayer. 
Collective bargaining for public employees 
is already a reality in 21 states, the federal 
government, and all California cities and 
counties. The Personnel Board falsely states 
that binding arbitration is proposed as the 
only means of settling disputes. Arbitration 
is only one of several options, including medi-
ation, negotiation, or consultation. 
Proposition 15 means peaceful, equitable 
employer-employee relations, an end to crip· 
pling work stoppages, and fair play for tax-
payers and 160,000 dedicated State employees. 
Don't be fooled by misstatements or decep-
tion ! VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION 15! 
YVONNE BRATHWAITE 
Assemblywoman, 63rd District 
EDWIN L. Z'BERG 
Assemblyman, 9th Distri'Ct 
CORNELIUS G. DUTCHER 
San Diego Business Leader 
SALARIES. CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL. Initiative Constitu-
tional Amendment. Requires State Personnel Board to: (1) de-
termine maximum salary for each class of policemen or deputy YES 
sheriff in each city and county within state, (2) adjust salaries 
of uniformed members of Highway Patrol to at least the maximum 
16 
rate paid policemen or deputy sheriffs within comparable classes, 
and (3) report annually to Governor on its determinations and 
adjustments. Requires Governor to provide in budget for full im-
plementation of these determinations and adjustments. These 
budget provisions can be modified or stricken only by two·thirds NO 
vote of Legislature voting solely on this issue. Financial impact: 
Indeterminable but potential major cost increase. 
(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 19, Part n) 
General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst 
A "Yes" vote on this initiative ,~onstitu­
tional amendment is a vote to establish a 
new procedure for determining the salaries 
to be paid uniformed members of the Cali-
fornia Highway Patrol. 
A. "No" vote is a vote to not establish the 
procedure. 
.)1' further details, see below. 
(Detailed analysis on page 40, column 1) 
This initiative links the salaries of state 
highway patrolmen to current maximum 
salary rates of comparable classes or posi-
tions of local policemen or deputy sheriffs. 
The increase in state cost from adoption of 
this initiative could therefore vary greatly 
depending upon the extent to which the in-
creases in salaries of the highest paid non-
(Continued on page 40, column 2) 
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Detailed .balyais by the 
Legislative Co1Ulllel 
State law DOW provides that the State Per-
sonnel Board shall establish and adjust sal-
ary ranges on the principle that like salaries 
shall be paid for comparable duties and 
responsibilities, subject to the appropriation 
of funds by the Legislature. 
This measure would amend the Consti-
tution to provide a different procedure 
for setting salaries of the uniformed mem-
bers of the California Highway Patrol. It 
would require the State Personnel Board to 
determine, at least semiannually, the current 
maximum rate of salary established by each 
city and by each county for each class of 
their policemen or deputy sheriffs. Com-
mencing July 1, 1973, the State Personnel 
Board would be required annually to adjust 
the maximum rate of salary of each class of 
uniformed members of the California High-
way Patrol to be at least equal to the maxi-
mum rate of salary for any policeman or 
deputy sheriff employed in a' comparable 
class or position in the state. 
The State Personnel Board would be re-
quired to report the required adjustments 
annually to the Governor. The Governor's 
annual budget for the 1973-1974 fiscal year 
(Continued in column 2) 
Argument in Favor of Proposition 16 
Your YES vote will provide a needed sal-
ary parity without an increase in taxes to 
the citizens of California. 
Your Highway Patrol is supported by funds 
received from motor vehicle registratiQn and 
license fees, a part of the Motor Vehicle Fund. 
This Fund annually generates enough reve-
nue to finance this proposal and still leave a 
significant surplus. 
This Proposition provides that an annual 
salary adjustment would be based on a peri-
odie salary survey conducted by the State 
Personnel Board and approved, reduced or 
rejected by the Legislature as part of the 
annual Budget .Act. 
Your Highway Patrolmen are doing the 
job you expect of them. They are responsible 
for the safety of millions of people on more 
than 100,000 miles of surface streets and 3,500 
miles of freeway whether the need is the de-
livery of a premature child, the capture of a 
dangerous felon, or emergency care for the 
sick or injured. 
.At least 48 other law enforcement agencies 
in California receive higher salaries than your 
Highway Patrol. The enactment of this pro-
posed amendment to the constitution would 
insure that your Highway Patrol would be 
paid a salary at least equal to that paid other 
police officers who perform comparable duties. 
Your YES vote will allow your Highway 
Patrol to continue to recruit the high quality 
Cost ADalyais by the Legislative Ana1.yItt 
(Continued from page 39, column 2) ;. 
state policemen or deputy sheriffs in Cahwr-
nia (as reflected in the State Personnel 
Board's annual report to the Governor) ex-
ceed salary increases the state would fund 
otherwise for unifurmed members of the 
California Highway Patrol. For example, if 
this amendment had been in effect during 
the preparation of the 1972-73 fiscal year 
budget and if the Legislature had approved 
(and the Federal Pay Board had allowed) 
the salary increases as reported by the State 
Personnel Board, the estimated cost increase 
to the state would be $12,642,000. .At the 
present time, the Governor can reduce or 
veto any legislative appropriation for this 
purpose, subject then to a possible legislative 
override. We assume this initiative elimi-
nates such Governor's reduction or veto. 
.Ad.option of this initiative could require 
an increase in state cost in years that a sal-
ary increase recommendation would not 
otherwise be adopted. 
(Continued from column 1) 
and thereafter would be required to contain 
the amounts necessary to make these ad-
justments. These amounts could only be 
eliminated or modified by a two-thirds vote 
of each house of the Legislature. 
candidate, retain his services while recogmz-
ing the excellence of his performance. 
KENNETHB . .ANDERSON 
Sergeant, CHP, 
President, Cal. .Assn. 
of Highway Patrolmen 
R.ALPH L. SCHI.A VONE 
Executive Manager 
Cal. .Assn. of Highway Patrolmen 
Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of 
Proposition 16 
This proposal would require automatic sub-
mission in the Budget of salaries for Highway 
Patrol members equal to those of the highest 
city or county law enforcement officer in Cali-
fornia. Typically, State salaries are computed 
on the basis of prevailing practice-the aver-
age-not the highest paid in the State. 
Highway Patrolmen already received an 
8i% salary increase in 1972-73, plus a new 
uniform allowance. 
Had this proposal been in effect, the Budget 
submitted this year would have had to eon-
tain an additional 111% in salary increases 
for Highway Patrolmen. 
State Personnel Board figures show a high 
number of applicants for limited number 01' 
Highway Patrol positions. In the last e 
ination over 2,500 candidates competed 
300 positions. The turnover rate for Highway 
Patrol members is 0.2%, compared with 1.3% 
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for all of State service. Clearly, there is no 
'ious recruitment or retention problem in 
Highway Patrol. 
This proposal would require additional ex-
penditure of tax funds: motor vehicle license 
and registration taxes. These funds support a 
variety of essential programs and services: 
-Air pollution; 
-Traffic Control; 
-Highway safety improvement; 
-Local and statewide road improvements 
Every dollar siphoned off for further salary 
increases cuts the amount available for these 
programs. 
The automatic feature of this amendment 
would prevent a Governor, the elected Chief 
Executive, from submitting his complete 
budget to the Legislature and from control-
ling expenditures through the veto. Your NO 
vote also will allow your Legislature to exer-
cise its responsibility for disbursing funds 
after considering all areas of need equally. 
MRS. NITA ASHCRAFT. President 
California State Personnel Board 
STEPHEN P. TEALE 
Senator, 3rd District 
FRANK LANTERMAN 
Assemblyman, 47th District 
Argument Against Proposition 16 
"Proposition 16 would require that each year 
, proposed State budget contain funds to 
automatically raise the salary of State Traffic 
Officers to match the highest salary paid to 
any policeman or deputy sheriff in the State. 
If enacted, the State could be forced to spend 
tax dollars to increase the salaries of the 
5,500 highway patrolmen because of an ac::-
tion by a local government, large or small, 
anywhere in the State. Proposition 16 would 
contribute to the continuing escalation of the 
cost of government. 
The Legislature w01lld be prohibited from 
treating the salary for uniformed Highway 
Patrol members in the normal budgetary 
process. A special IJegislative vote on only 
Highway Patrol salaries would be required. 
It would take a i majority of the Legislature 
to reduce the amount below that paid by any 
other jurisdiction in the State. 
Proposition 16 would remove a Gover-
nor's ability to reduce or veto this item to 
protect the taxpayers' interests. The veto 
power of a Governor is one of the funda-
mental protections provided by the Executive 
Branch and is an integral part of our con-
stitutional system. 
The type of salary policy in Proposition 
16 always leads to dissatisfaction and unrest 
among other groups of employees who do not 
receive the same favored treatment. Salaries 
for State employees, including State Traffic 
Officers, are established in relation to prevail-
ing salaries in industries and local govern-
ments in California. This approach is gener-
ally accepted as fair and equitable to the em-
ployees, to the taxpayers and is a protection 
for private industry or local governments in 
the competition for the most qualified indi-
viduals. 
This proposal is inconsistent with the fun-
damental concepts of our government and the 
proposition that the Elected Officials should 
decide questions of public policy. It erodes 
the constitutional system of checks and bal-
ances and gives special privileges to a small 
but visible group. 
We urge a NO vote on Proposition 16 be-
cause it violates-basic concepts in our form 
of government. It is unwarranted, unreason-
able and inequitable. 
The California State Personnel Board 
unanimously supports this argument in op-
position to Proposition 16. 
MRS. NITA ASHCRAFT, President 
California State Personnel Board 
STEPHEN P. TEALE 
State Senator, 3rd District 
FRANK LANTERMAN 
Assemblyman, 47th District 
Rebuttal to ArgJllD.ent Against 
Proposition 16 
Government Code section 18850 states, in 
part, that the State Personnel Board shall 
establish and adjust salary ranges for each 
class of position in the state civil service. The 
salary range shall be based on the principle 
that like salaries shall be paid for comparable 
duties and responsibilities. This has not been 
done and this is exactly what Proposition 16 
will accomplish. We urge your YES vote on 
Proposition 16. 
KENNETH B. ANDERSON 
Sergeant, CHP, 
President, Cal. Assn. 
of Highway Patrolmen 
RALPH L. SCHIAVONE 
Executive Manager 
Cal. Assn. of Highway 
Patrolmen 
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STIl't'E EMPLOYEE SALARIES. Initiative Constitutional Amendment. 
Requires State Personnel Board, University of California Regents, 
and State University and College Trustees semiannually to deter- YES 
mine prevailing rates in private and public employment for 
services comparable to those performed by state employees, and 
1 
recommend to Governor adjustments to state employee salaries 5 and benefits necessary to equal prevailing rates. The recommenda-
tions must be included in Governor's budget, cannot be reduced or 
eliminated except by two-thirds vote of Legislature, and are not 
subject to Governor's veto. Provides for written agreements and NO 
arbitration between state and employees on other employer-
employee relation matters. Financial impact: Indeterminable but 
potential major cost increase. 
(This Initiative Constitutional Amend-
mE'nt propOSE'S to add a new article to the 
Constitution. It doE'S not amend any part 
of the existing Constitution. Therefore, the 
provisions thereof are printed in BOLD-
FACE TYPE to indicate that they are 
NEW.) 
PROPOSED ARTICLE XXV 
Article XXV 
State Employer-Employee Relations 
Section 1. (a) This article shall be known 
as the State Employer-Employee Relations 
Article. 
(b) This article shall be applicable to the 
State of California, including the University 
of California, the California State Univer-
1" ud Colleges, and every agency of state 
& !lmem. "Employee" includes persons 
employed by or retired from the State of 
Calli'ornia except those persons elected by 
popular vote or appointed by the Governor. 
Section 2. The State Personnel Board, 
Regllnts of the University of California, and 
the Trustees of the California. State Univer-
sity and Colleges, each shall determine semi-
annually the generally prevailing rates for 
comparable services in private business and 
public employment and shall file an annual 
report with the Governor supported by find-
ings of fact and recommendations as to 
funds, if any, necessary to adjust the sal-
aries and other benefits of state employees 
during the succeeding fiscal year. Such sal-
aries and benefits shall be equal to general 
prevailing rates. The findings and recom-
mendations shall be transmitted by the Gov-
ernor to the Legislature as a part of the 
budget and cannot be reduced or eliminated 
except by a two-thirds vote of the member-
ship of each house of the Legislature. This 
part of the enrolled budget bill cannot be 
reduced or eliminated by the Governor. Any 
modification ordered by the Legislature shall 
apply uniformly to all employees alJected 
by the increases and shall not adjust salary 
differentials. 
Section 3. (a) All matters relating to 
employer-employee relations, and terms and 
conditions of employment except those pro-
vided for in Article XXIV and Section 2 
of this· article, are to be resolved by writ-
ten agreement between the state appointing 
powers and majority employee organiza.-
tions, freely elected by secret ballot. Dis-
putes between the state and its employees 
shall be resolved by independent arbitration 
if requested by either party. 
(b) The Legislature shall appropriate suf-
ficient funds to administer this article and 
statutes enacted pursuant thereto. 
SALARIES. CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL. Initiative Constitu-
tional Amendment. Requires State Personnel Board to: (1) de-
termine maximum salary for each class of policemen or deputy YES 
sheriff in each city and county within state, (2) adjust salaries 
of uniformed members of Highway Patrol to at lellSt the maximum 
16 rate paid policemen or deputy sheriffs within comparable classes, and (3) report annually to Governor on its determinations and adjustments. Requires Governor to provide in budget for full im-
plementation of these determinations and adjustments. These 
budget provisions can be modified Or stricken only by two-thirds NO 
vote of Legislature voting solely on this issue. Financial impact: 
Indeterminable but potential major cost increase. 
(This Initiative Constitutional Amend-
ment proposE'S to add a new section to the 
I ,titution. Therefore, the prOVISIOns 
of are printed in BOLDFACE TYPE to 
inUlcate that they are NEW.) 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO 
ARTICLE XXIV 
Section 8. 
(a) The State Personnel Board shall, al 
least semi-annually, determine the then nist-
ing maximum rate of salary established by 
each city and county within the State for 
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each class of position of policemen or deputy 
Iherifrs employed by such city or county. 
(b) Blfective July 1, 1973 and effective 
July 1 of each year thereafter, the board shall 
adjust and determine the maximum rate of 
salary for each class of position of uniformed 
members of the California Highway Patrol 
to be at least equal to the highest maximum 
rate of sala.ry then established for any po-
licemen or deputy sherifrs employed within 
the State in a comparable class of position. 
(c) The Board shall make an annual writ;.. 
ten report to the Governor of its findings 
and the adjustments and determinations of 
rates of sala.ry made pursuant to this section. 
(d) Commencing with the budget for fis-
cal year 1973-74, any budgetary provisions 
reqlrlred to fully implement the periodic 
sala.ry adjustments and determinations re-
quired by this section shall be included in. 
each annual budget submitted by the Gov-
ernor to the Legislature and shall' 'IJe 
mocli1led or stricken therefrom exc..JY 
two-thirds (%) vote of each of the Senate 
and of the Assembly voting solely on the 
issue of ,such provisions and on no other 
matter. 
(e) As used herein, the term "comparabl6 
class of position" shall mean a group of posi-
tions substantially similar with respect to 
qualiftcations or duties or responsibilities. 
(f) The provisions of this section shall 
prevail over any otherwise con1ticting provi-
sions of this article which may relate gen-
erally to salaries of civil service employees 
or to salaries of State Employees who are 
not elected by popula.r vote. 
DEATH PBNALTY. Initiative Constitutional Amendment. Amends 
California Constitution to provide that all state statutes in effect 
February 17, 1972 requiring, authorizing, imposing, or relating to YES 
death penalty are in full force and effect, subject to legislative 
17 
amendment or repeal by statute, initiative or referendum; and 
that death penalty provided for under those state statutes shall 
not be deemed to be, or constitute, infliction of cruel or unusual 
punishments within meaning of California Constitution, article I, 
section 6, nor shall such punishment for such offenses be deemed NO 
to contraV<1ne any other provision of California Constitution. 
Financial impact: None. 
(This lnitiat1ve Constitutional Amendment 
proposes to add a new section to the Consti-
tution. Therefore, the provisions thereof are 
printed in BOLDFACB TYPB to indi<>ate 
that they arp HEW.) 
PROPOSED AMBl!fDMENT TO 
ARTICLE I 
Sec. 27. All statutes of this state in ef-
fect on February 17,1972, requiring, author-
izing, imposing, or relating to the deatl- .~­
alty are in full force and effect, sub. l) 
legislative amendment or repeal by Si... ... te, 
initiative, or referendum. 
The death penalty provided for under 
those statutes shall not be deemed to be, or 
to constitute, the in1tiction of cruel or un-
usual punishments within the meaning of 
Article 1, Section 8 nor shall such punish-
ment for such offenses be deemed to contra-
vene any other provision of this constitution. 
-ll 
OBSCENITY LEGISLATION. Initiative. Amends, deletes, and adds 
Penal Code statutes relating to obscenity. Defines nudity, obscen-
ities, sadomasochistic abuse, sexual conduct, sexual excitement and YBS 
other related terms. Deletes "redeeming social importance" test. 
Limits "contemporary standards" test to local area. Creates mis-
18 
demeanors for selling, showing, producing or distributing specified 
prohibited materials to adults or minors. Permits local govern-
mental agencies to separately regulate these matters. Provides for 
county jail term and up to $10,000 fine for violations. Makes sixth 
conviction of specified misdemeanors a felony .. Creates defenses NO 
and presumptions. Permits injunctions and seizures of materials. 
Requires speedy hearing and trial. Financial impact: None. 
(This Initiative Measure proposes to 
amend and add sections and chapters :>f the 
Penal Code. Therefore, EXISTING PROVI-
SIONS proposed to be DBLETED are printed 
in JilTIUKJilOUT ~ and NBW PROVI-
SIONS proposed to be INSERTED or 
ADDED are printed in BOLDFACE TYPB.) 
PROPOSED LAW 
SECTION 1. Section 311 of the Penal Code 
is amended bread: 
31L As used in this chapter: 
(a) "Obscene matter" means matter, taken 
as a whole, the predominant appeal of which 
to the average person, applying contempo-
rary standards, is to prurient interest, i.e., a 
shameful.or morbid interest in nUdity. -, " 
or excretion; and is matter which take 
whole goes substantially beyond custOll..ary 
limits of candor in description or representa-
tion of such matters '1 &Bd is fIlMtep wftleft 
-20-
